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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
afler SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply vwll, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )I3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 03 September 2002 . 
2a)\3 This action is FINAL. 2b)M This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex pa/te Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) 13 Claim{s) 1-30 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) 13 Claim(s) 1-30 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 08 May 2001 is/are: a)|3 accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 5,714,997 to Anderson in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,157,733 to Swain. 

a. Referring to claim 1 1 , Anderson discloses an input for receiving at least one 
monocular video input image (column 9, lines 56-63; column 37, lines 32-39; Figs 4 and 
5); at least one processor adapted to perform applying at least one respective transform to 
each foreground object and to the background, for each of a plurality of images; deriving 
the plurality of output images from the results of the respective transformations (column 
39, lines 15-21 and lines 44-61). Anderson does not explicitly disclose at least one 
processor for segmenting at least one foreground object from the input image. Swain 
discloses at least one processor for segmenting at least one foreground object from the 
input image (column 3, lines 19-48; Fig. 6). At the time the invention was made, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the device of Anderson by 
including at least one processor for segmenting at least one foreground object as taught 
by Swain. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been because Anderson 
suggests separating foreground and background objects (Anderson, column 20, Hues 61- 
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63) and because it would allow objects of interest to the user to be identified (Swain, 
column 3, line s46-49), 

b. Referring to claim 12, Anderson discloses applying a respective transformation to 
each background object for each of the plurality of output images (column 39, hnes 15-21 
and lines 44-60). Anderson does not explicitly disclose segmenting at least one 
background object. Swain discloses segmenting at least one background object (column 
3, lines 19-48; Fig. 6). 

c. Referring to claim 13, Anderson discloses there are two output images and 
applying two respective transformations to each object and further applying two 
transformations are applied to the background (column 39, lines 15-20 and lines 44-60). 
Anderson does not explicitly disclose segmenting the objects. Swain discloses 
segmenting the objects (column 3, lines 19-48; Fig. 6). 

d. Referring to claim 14, Anderson discloses combining display unit adapted to 
receive the display the plurality of output images, so that the plurality of output images 
are perceivable by a user as a single image having enhanced three dimensional 
appearance (column 39, lines 32-43). 

e. Referring to claim 15, Anderson does not expHcitly disclose wherein the 
respective transformations applied to the foreground object make the foreground object 
stand out from the background. Swain discloses wherein the respective transformations 
applied to the foreground object make the foreground object stand out from the 
background (Fig. 4E; column 3, line 50 - column 4, line 31). 
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f. Referring to claim 16, Anderson discloses receiving comprises receiving a 
multiplicity of monocular input images (column 9, lines 56-63; column 37, lines 32-39; 
Figs 4 and 5); deriving comprises deriving a plurality of output images for each of the 
monocular images (column 39, lines 15-21 and lines 44-61); a combining display unit for 
receiving and displaying the respective pluralities of output images, so that the respective 
pluralities of output images are perceivable by a user sequence of single images giving an 
illusion of motion and having an enhanced three dimensional appearance in which the at 
least one foreground object moves separately from the at least one background object 
(column 39, lines 32-43; column 40, lines 2-13). 

g. Referring to claim 17, Anderson discloses wherein at least one foreground object 
appears to move in the output images, while at least a portion of the rest of the image 
appears not to move (column 40, lines 2-13). 

h. Referring to claim 18, Anderson does not explicitly discloses wherein the 
segmenting and applying operations involves using domain knowledge to recognize 
positions of expected objects in the monocular input image and derive position of objects 
in the output images. Swain discloses wherein the segmenting and operating involves 
using domain knowledge to recognize positions of expected objects in the monocular 
input image and derive position of objects in the output images (column 3, lines 19-25 
and lines 50-57), 

i. Referring to claim 19, Anderson does not explicitly disclose wherein respective 
transformations for background pixels are derived by comparing at least two monocular 
input images of a single scene. Swain discloses wherein respective transformations for 
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background pixels are derived by conparing at least two monocular input images of a 
single scene (column 3, lines 29-36 and line 50- colum 4, line 11). 
j. Referring to claim 20, Anderson does not explicitly disclose prior to applying the 
transformation approximating a position of each segmented objects as appearing on a 
fronto-parallel plane. Swain discloses prior to applying the transformation approximating 
a position of each segmented objects as appearing on a fronto-parallel plane, (column 3, 
lines 19-49). 

k. Method claims 1-10 recite steps performed by apparatus of claims 1 1-20; 
therefore they are similar in scope and rejected under the same rationale. 
1. Code on a readable medium claims 21-30 recites steps performed by apparatus of 
claims 1 1-20; therefore they are similar in scope and rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Linzy McCartney whose telephone number is (703) 605-0745. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Friday (8:00AM-5: 30PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark Zimmerman, can be reached at (703) 305-9798. 
Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(703) 872-9314 (for Technology Center 2600 only) 
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Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, VA, Sixth Floor 
(Receptionist). 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone number is (703) 306-0377. 

Itm 

February 25, 2004 
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